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Response to Comment C29-5
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is too general to respond to. Comment noted.

Response to Comment C29-6
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is too general to respond to. Comment noted.

Response to Comment C29-7
Refer to the Master Response on Air Quality – Salton Sea Air Quality
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality – Health Effects
Associated with Dust Emissions in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C29-8
As requested, your comments have been acknowledged and responses
have been provided.
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Letter - C30. Signatory - Jack Paxton.

Response to Comment C30-1
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment C30-2
Comment noted.

Response to Comment C30-3
In the absence of mitigation, the Proposed Project would accelerate the
salinization of the Salton Sea relative to the baseline with consequent
accelerated changes in the fish and bird communities. The HCP would
avoid or mitigate the acceleration of the changes attributable to the
Proposed Project (Approach 1). See the Master Response for
Biology—Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C30-4
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C30-5
As described in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, an objective of the
Proposed Project is to develop a water conservation program that
includes the voluntary participation of Imperial Valley landowners and
tenants. The Proposed Project is not intended to assess or restrict the
production of water-dependent crops. However, as discussed in Section
3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, if fallowing is implemented as a conservation
measure, there could be a significant impact to agricultural resources
unless this measure is implemented on a short-term, rotational basis.

Response to Comment C30-6
Comment noted.
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Letter - C31. Signatory - Don Cox.

Response to Comment C31-1
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C31-2
The Salton Sea Conservation Strategy has been revised to
avoid reductions in the surface elevation of the Salton Sea from
the water conservation and transfer project until 2030. See the
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3.
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Response to Comment C31-3
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C31-4
Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C31-5
The suggestion for socioeconomic mitigation is noted. See
response to Comment G2-2.

Response to Comment C31-6
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to
the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C31-7
The commenter notes that IID should not proceed with the
Project unless it is indemnified and protected from
unanticipated problems. The EIR/EIS process is designed to
identify, to the extent possible, the Project impacts and
appropriate mitigation measures. We note that the
Implementation Agreement for the HCP is expected to limit
liability for unforeseen circumstances pursuant to the "No
Surprises Rule" implementing Section 10 of the federal ESA. It
is anticipated that the IID Board will evaluate the risks and costs
of the Project before committing to proceed and that farmers
will evaluate the advantages and disadvantages in the
voluntary on-farm program before deciding to participate.
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Letter - C33. Signatory - William I. DuBois.

Response to Comment C33-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment C33-2
The EIR/EIS is intended to identify all mitigation measures which should
be implemented in connection with the Proposed Project.

It is anticipated that mitigation measures to be implemented by farmers in
connection with the on-farm conservation program will be included in the
contracts between IID and participating farmers. The comment that these
on-farm costs should be included in calculating costs for purposes of
exercising any IID termination right or "off-ramp" is noted.

It is anticipated that the IID Board will evaluate the risks and costs of the
Project before committing to proceed and that farmers will evaluate the
advantages and disadvantages of the voluntary on-farm program before
deciding to participate.

Response to Comment C33-3
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment C33-4
It is estimated that the maximum acreage that would be fallowed for the
Proposed Project , assuming the use of fallowing as the sole
conservation measure, is approximately 86,000 acres, consisting of the
fallowing of 50,000 acres of land on a rotational or non-rotational basis
to conserve 300 KAFY for transfer, the rotational fallowing of 25,000
acres to conserve mitigation water for the Salton Sea, the rotational
fallowing of up to 9,800 acres to conserve water to meet IOP
requirements, and the fallowing of up to 700 acres for the construction
of managed marsh areas.

No provisions of the Proposed Project for the conservation and transfer
of water would result in the forced closure of sub-surface agricultural
drainage facilities based on the current regulatory environment.

Response to Comment C33-5
There are areas around the fringe of the Lower Coachella Valley that
are outside ID-1, which are not legally entitled to receive Colorado River
water. In the absence of other actions, these areas would continue to
produce groundwater as they do currently to meet demands. Since the
basin is overdrafted, this continued pumping would lead to additional
overdraft. However, the CVWD is preparing a water management plan
that intends to supply recycled municipal wastewater and desalinated
agricultural drainage water in place of groundwater pumping in the
future. These additional supplies do not have the same restrictions on
the area of use as does Colorado River water. Groundwater pumping
for domestic and municipal uses is expected to continue. This
remaining pumping would not exceed the yield of the groundwater
basin.

Response to Comment C33-6
The commenter requests clarification of a number of terms, but does
not state in what context the terms are used; as a result, it is difficult to
respond. One of IID's objectives for the Proposed Project, as described
in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, refers to the "voluntary"
participation of Imperial Valley landowners. This objective means that
on-farm conservation measures would not be mandated by IID or
forced on farmers by regulation; rather, on-farm conservation would be
achieved by landowners who voluntarily agree to participate. The
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Response to Comment C33-6 (continued)
Project, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS, provides for the transfer of the right to use a portion of IID's Colorado River entitlement, but it does not transfer or alienate the water
entitlement itself. The use of the transferred water will revert to IID upon the expiration or termination of the Project. "Market-based" refers to the terms of the IID/SDCWA Transfer
Agreement, which resulted from the free negotiation between a willing seller and a willing buyer. A "stabilized, competitive" price refers to SDCWA's objective of establishing a reliable
and reasonable price for the transfer water, on which it could rely for a long-term supply. The QSA states terms that are intended to resolve disputes among the water agencies relating
to the quantity, priority, use, and transferability of Colorado River water, which have existed for a substantial time period. A contractual settlement is distinguishable from a judgment
resulting from litigation.

Response to Comment C33-7
Figure 1-7 in Chapter 1 in the Draft EIR/EIS is a schematic drawn to illustrate, in general terms, the pathway for water flow through the IID irrigation and drainage system. Perhaps the
commenter is referring to Figure 1-6, which shows the canals and drains in the IID water service area. If this is the case, the figure notes that the "scale is approximate."

Response to Comment C33-8
The referenced paragraph in the Draft EIR/EIS is specifically referring to the existing rights of other Colorado River water users, who are expressly granted to such rights according to
the "Law of the River." The statement in the Draft EIR/EIS is not referring to the use of water by the wildlife, fishermen, or recreational users of the Salton Sea.

Response to Comment C33-9
Populations of desert pupfish are known to occur in many of the drains that discharge directly to the Salton Sea (see Section 3.7.3 of the HCP for additional discussion). Although CDFG
and others have been monitoring pupfish in these areas for several years, no reliable means for estimating population sizes has been developed. The use of baited minnow traps (the
standard capture technique used to date) provides an indication of presence but does not confirm absence. In light of the difficulties of assessing population numbers, the approach
followed in the HCP focused on maintaining habitat. The strategy includes measures to maintain or improve existing habitat (i.e., improve water quality), increase the quantity of habitat
as the Sea recedes, and ensure connectivity. Because this strategy focuses on avoiding the potential effects of the Project, a clear understanding of existing pupfish numbers is not
necessary. The goal is to avoid Project-related take of pupfish; thus the expectation is that the Project would result in very few, if any, pupfish being taken. In addition, the pupfish
mitigation should result in an overall increase in the amount of pupfish habitat in the HCP area and an increase in population size.
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Response to Comment C33-10
IID is seeking permits under the federal and state Endangered Species
Acts for incidental take of specific listed and unlisted species that could
be taken as a result of implementation of the water conservation and
transfer project and other specified activities. IID is requesting incidental
take authorization for a period of 75 years to cover the potential
duration of the water conservation and transfer program. Species for
which incidental take will be authorized include several fish-eating birds.
Potential mitigation for impacts to fish-eating birds as described in the
Habitat Conservation Plan (required for receipt of incidental take
permits) consists of providing fish for the permit duration (i.e., 75 years).
As the permit holder, IID has the sole responsibility for implementing
the terms of the Habitat Conservation Plan. However, since the release
of the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP, IID has eliminated HCP Approach 1 from
consideration. Please see Master Response for Biology-Approach to
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C33-11
Comment noted.

Response to Comment C33-12
"Fallowing" is not intentionally capitalized.

There is no reference to the limit on IID diversion (3.1 or 3.2 MAF) on
page 126.

Response to Comment C33-13
Each earthquake has only one magnitude. However, earthquakes of
various magnitudes are assigned a different level of severity based on
that magnitude.

Response to Comment C33-14
The Draft EIR/EIS concluded that conservation by rotational fallowing
(for no more than 4 consecutive years) will not result in a significant
impact to agricultural resources based on the significance criteria set
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Response to Comment C33-14 (continued)

forth in the document. The Draft EIR/EIS notes that rotational fallowing is consistent with existing agricultural practices and that approximately 20,000 acres are fallowed each year in
the Imperial Valley without the Project. However, the Draft EIR/EIS finds that fallowing for longer periods, if it causes the reclassification of prime farmland or the conversion of
agricultural land to a non-agricultural use, would be a significant impact to agricultural resources. The only identified mitigation measure for this significant impact is to prohibit long-term
or permanent fallowing.

Response to Comment C33-15
The 5.63 AF conserved per acre fallowed estimate used in the socioeconomic analysis is derived from historic water deliveries as estimated by the IIDSS. This value was rounded to
6 AFper acre when used in other sections.

Response to Comment C33-16
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality−−Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Air Quality−−Air Quality Issues Associated with Fallowing, and
Biology−−Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C33-17
As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, IID and SDCWA have filed a petition seeking SWRCB approval of the water transfers, including a determination that the Project is in furtherance of
SWRCB Decision 1600, SWRCB Order WR 88-20, Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution, and Sections 100 and 109 of the Water Code. The SWRCB requested findings
under Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution and Sections 100 and 109 of the Water Code will establish IID's reasonable and beneficial use of water under its water rights.

Response to Comment C33-18
Thank you for the clarification. The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to include the correct information. The change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.10 under Section 4.2,
Text Revisions.

Response to Comment C33-19
In response to comments, the text of Section 3.15 has been revised. The changes are indicated in subsection 3.15 in Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C33-20
According to the state CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355), "the cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects." Since the Proposed Project will not adversely impact water flow to
Mexico (see Section 3.16, Transboundary Impacts, in the Draft EIR/EIS), the commenter's statements about impacts to Mexico from the All American Canal Lining Project would not
result in a cumulative impact in conjunction with the Proposed Project. Therefore, this aspect of the All American Canal Lining Project is not discussed in the cumulative impact analysis.
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